In his landmark work on Marcion, Adolf von Harnack became the first modern scholar to propose that Tertullian only knew Marcion's Gospel and Apostolikon in Latin translation. This proposition obtained early support but has been questioned in more recent years, the more common conjecture now being that Tertullian himself translated Marcion's Greek into Latin as needed. In deciding this matter, scholars have compared the citations of Marcion reproduced in Tertullian's Adversus Marcionem with corresponding Gospel and Pauline citations elsewhere in Tertullian's writings and then other extant Latin traditions. This nexus of data is then evaluated in terms of vocabulary and stylistic variation. The results of such a method are largely a matter of how one is predisposed to read the evidence. A way forward in this debate is to attend more closely to potential argumentative implications of a Latin versus Greek Vorlage and, specifically, to instances where arguments presented in Tertullian's Latin might unravel, or at least become differently interesting, if retrojected into Marcion's Greek. Tertullian's discussion in Adversus Marcionem 5,18,1 of Ephesians 3:9, a so-called locus classicus of Marcion's theology, is one such text, and one that complicates quests for a single Latin or Greek source behind Tertullian's usage.
Introduction
In his landmark work on Marcion, Adolf von Harnack became the first modern scholar to propose that Tertullian did not read Marcion's Gospel and Apostolikon in their original Greek but rather in an already prepared Latin translation. 
has been hidden in [or by] the God who created all things (occulti ab aeuvis in deo, qui omnia condidit).
This would contradict Marcion's theology since it would require him to admit that the creator God somehow cooperated with Christ in concealing the sacramentum described in 3:9. Therefore, by deleting the simple preposition in, Marcion transforms the deo in the prepositional phrase in deo into an independent ablative marking separation ("from the God"). And so whereas the dative phrase in deo either locates the previously hidden sacramentum "in the God who created all things" or expresses the instrumentality of that God in concealing the sacramentum ("…hidden by the God who created all things"), the ablative deo marks the creator God as the one from whom the sacramentum was previously veiled ("…hidden from the God who created all things"). With the simple deletion of a preposition Marcion thus again bifurcates the Creator and Christ, or so the accusation goes.
There is, however, a problem (or at least a missed opportunity) in Tertullian's description of the situation here. The basic issue is that while occulti…deo qui omnia condidit can easily be read in Latin as "having been hidden from the God who created all things" -with the form deo now standing alone as an ablative (or perhaps being coordinated with the preceding preposition ab and so in parallel with the ab aeuis expression) -the Greek expression that presumably lies behind Marcion's emendation is not so easily read as Tertullian's Latin suggests:
…ἀποκεκρυµµένου ἀπὸ τῶν αἰώνων τῷ θεῷ τῷ τὰ πάντα κτίσαντι.
Since there is no ablative form in Greek, if Marcion indeed edited Paul's text as Tertullian reports, then τῷ θεῷ τῷ τὰ πάντα κτίσαντι remains in the dative case when one would expect a genitive form being governed by ἀπό. Since Marcion would want the οἰκονοµία τοῦ µυστηρίου to have been hidden "from the ages" (ἀπὸ τῶν αἰώνων) as well as "from the God who created all things," to leave τῷ θεῷ τῷ τὰ πάντα κτίσαντι in the dative would hardly deliver such a reading. The simple deletion of the Greek preposition ἐν, therefore, fails to achieve the effect in Greek that Tertullian's Latin explanation suggests.
Although ἀποκρύπτω + genitive (or perhaps κρύπτω + ἀπό) 18 would be the usual way to express the "hidden from" idea in Greek, ἀποκρύπτω + dative could possibly be taken as
Tertullian's ablative deo is, but this use of ἀποκρύπτω with the dative is rare.
19 LSJ cite only Homer, Iliad 11,718, as an example: ἀπέκρυψεν δέ µοι ἵππους ("and he hid the horses from me"). But the µοι in this passage could just as easily, and perhaps more naturally, be taken as a dative of possession. This is in fact how Murray's LCL translation renders it: "hid away my horses." Another apparent instance of this construction is from Philo: τὸ δὲ αἴνιγµα οὐ λίαν τοῖς ὀξὺ καθορᾶν δυναµένοις ἀπεκρύπτετο ("The enigma was not hidden from those being able to perceive with great quickness") (De somniis 2,3). 20 Even clearer and, interestingly, related to the concealment of mysteries is Wis 6:22: τί δέ ἐστιν σοφία καὶ πῶς ἐγένετο ἀπαγγελῶ καὶ οὐκ ἀποκρύψω ὑµῖν µυστήρια ("What Wisdom is and how she came about I will declare, and I will not hide mysteries from you").
These examples demonstrate that it is perhaps grammatically possible to read Marcion's reconstructed Greek text as Tertullian assumes -that is, as indicating that the dispensation of the mystery was hidden from the creator God -but it is certainly not the most likely reading of the dative τῷ θεῷ τῷ τὰ πάντα κτίσαντι (particularly given the proximity of the immediately preceding ἀπό phrase), nor does it in any way diminish the possibility of 18 See Isa 2:10 (καὶ νῦν εἰσέλθετε εἰς τὰς πέτρας καὶ κρύπτεσθε εἰς τὴν γῆν ἀπὸ προσώπου τοῦ φόβου κυρίου καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς δόξης τῆς ἰσχύος αὐτοῦ ὅταν ἀναστῇ θραῦσαι τὴν γῆν).
19 It would perhaps be classified as a dative of respect or reference.
20 Jeffrey Henderson, ed., Philo: Volume V (Loeb Classical Library 275; Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1934), 444,1-2.
reading the dative as though the preposition ἐν were still in place. 21 The shift from the genitive τοῦ ἀποκεκρυµµένου ἀπὸ τῶν αἰώνων to the dative τῷ θεῷ τῷ τὰ πάντα κτίσαντι still suggests a shift in sense from separation (ἀπὸ τῶν αἰώνων) toward location or instrumentality (τῷ θεῷ τῷ τὰ πάντα κτίσαντι). This remains the case with or without the Greek preposition ἐν. To indicate unambiguously that the οἰκονοµία τοῦ µυστηρίου has been hidden "from the God who created all things" would require the genitive. It is worth pointing out that other manuscripts, such as Codex Sinaiticus ‫)*א(‬ (see also 614 and 2412), also lack the ἐν -thus agreeing with Marcion's presumed text. 22 Although the preposition was eventually added to Sinaiticus by a fifth to seventh century corrector (the C a corrector), it was still passed over as unproblematic by multiple other correctors prior to this emendation. 23 For the multiple scribes and correctors associated with the early history of a manuscript like Codex Sinaiticus, the absence of the ἐν in Eph 3:9 did not entail a Marcionite reading.
Conclusion
What then is one to make of Tertullian's argument and the question of whether he was 'Apostolikon' or from on already translated into Latin" (Marcion and the Making, 249). In his discussion of the "elements" in Gal 4:8-9, Lieu submits that Tertullian's appeal to the meaning of elementa among the Romans "might suggest that he is arguing from a Latin version of Galatians" (Marcion and the Making, 257 n. 77). As for Lieu's own judgment on the matter, although she does not proffer a "firm solution," she admits that this "issue is of obvious importance for any detailed reconstruction of Marcion's text" (Marcion and the Making, 193 ).
generally -is not to refuse this complexity and always rule one way or the other on the question of a Greek or Latin Vorlage. The way forward is to welcome the unknowns of the situation by engaging the multitude of textual, rhetorical, and theological dynamics potentially at work in the thick knot of possibilities.
